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TOWARD AN UNDERSTANDING OF READING AS SIGNIFICATION 

Abstract ' • 



Within the framework of^the doctrine of signs, or semiotics, the 
corjstruc.tlon of meaning is a process of signification; yet reading H 
typically* mode1ed.ind researched as If It entailed only tHe'lesser cognl- ^ 
tlv^/semlotlc process of representation/ Tfiis research conceptualized 
and Investigated reading from a semlotfc perspective In order to- explore 
how readers create textual meanlngs. that Is, .Interpretations of wjltt'tftt 

.naterlals. ^* ^ ' ■ > 

Ihe study*s design was based on the principle of prior ethnography 
and employed data collection techjilques conmon to field studies! 
participant/Intervention and Interviewing. Fleldwork mis conducted^ over 
a seven month period In one fourth gf'ade classroom. The primary' heuristic 
was^an Instructional strategy lesson^ Introduced after a three jnonth perfod 
of prior ethnography, that called -on readers to sketch their Interpretations 

'of materials read. The lessons and 'Interviews were audio- and^vldeo-taped, 
detailed f1'e.1d notes J^ere kept, and nil sketches were collected. 

D^ta analysis energedMit the course of the study and fpcused on three 
dimensions: the Inter-relat'ioiiiship of'fieldworker and respondents, the ' 
contextt^al constraints and resources in operation during thejessons, * 
and the drawings that -were created. Findings, suggest the children's inter- 
pretations were, influenced by their ^bedded t^ories of ^he social situatioriv 
their skills as artists, and\.the nature of the activity of sketch^ng^ 
Within^class friendships and interest also played major roles in the profiess 
of con^ructing meaning. • 

From the theoretical and mej^hodologlcaliperspectlve.of semiotics 
"^It is more efficacious to view heading as more'than mere representation. 
This calls- for a recoos1der^t4on-6f-modeW-of-d4r^ct^1nitcut^^ 
continued exploratlm Oi the potential' which transmedlatloh «cjross sign 
systems holds for curriculum develOfMnent. , - ' , 
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• ' Introduction ' 

, V . ^ 

* ' J . ■ 

Reading researchers have followed the currents of academic psychology^ 
^er since Huey (1908) and Thorndike (19171 published their ground-breaking 
studies Ifi the early part o^f the twentieth century. In the last ten 
years this link has been all but cemented. Research actlvlty'^ln the 

seventies Wja$ characterUed by Htentlon of the cognitive and linguistic 

, * i * 

factors affecting the reading process and comprehension emerged as the 
central object jof Inquiry* It was during this period that the perspective 
afforded by cognitive psychology came to shapnrthe way comprehension 
4s conceptualized tod^, , * ' , x » 

An understanding of what cognitive psychologists mean by ^compre*. 
henslon' begins with a consideration of the reading modeU that currently 
dominate the profession; The^'term' ttrat ^oost clearly captures the basic 
desl^ of thdie models Is Mnterac;t1ve.^ Theorists positing Interactive 
reading mod^1s (e.g. Adams ^nd CoUlns. 197^''£oi}dman, 19$7; 1978; Kintsch 
9nd van D1jk,'i978; Runtelhart. 1976) assull that comprehension reVults 
from the If^terpl ay, between a reader's knowledge (1.^. orthographic, 
syntactic, semantic, and world knowledge) and the linguistic organlzatfori 
Of the text. The dya'dlc nature of this design can be observed In the ' 
way analytic techniques are applied to recall and summary protocols, _ 
two hefurlstics commonly u^ed In comprehension research. Protocols are ^ 
parsed Into meaning units (eig* propositions [Turner and Greene^ 19773) 
and then coded according to the source of that u[t1t (either the reader 
or the text). The fact that some proposHlojis are coded as ^errors" 
(Kintsch and van Dijk, 1978) or '•InVusfon^" (Hansen, 1981) suggests 



that, within the franteMork of Interactive mode,1$, duplication of.the " 
\text Is a measure of comprehension. * . ^ , 

There can be no que$t16n that' reading research conducted under 

■ ^ ■ 

the pufvlew of cogn1|^ye psychology has made a significant contribution 

to our ijr^erstandlng of.the reading process. Still; tliere exist a number 
' of fundamental problems with- Interactlve^i^eTs. that result from the 

suj)ject/<d)ject Inherent In psychological conceptions of cognition. 

When readlngSs defined as a tran$9ct1(Ht this dualism falls av^y^and 

new Insights Into comprehension a^ possible. 

To date,^ few studies have been grounded In transactional- models 

of the reading process and none have adopted an ethnographic perspective. 

There is a need, then,, for etitnographic' stujl^ of the reading process 
■ so as to clarify the nature «f redding transactions as they occur in 

social settln.gsT 'The research reported In this paper was undertaken 

In order to me«t this need. Fleldwork was carried out over a seven 

r ' ' ■ " - ■ 

month period In ohe fourtl) grade classroom and utilized dataicollectlon 
techniques common to ethnographies: partlclpant-ob^ervatlon and interviewing! 
An Instructional strategy that calls on readers to draw. tReIr In^rpretatlons 
of materials read silentlyt served as the primary heuristic procedure. 
These data' were Informed by Information about classroom life and knowledge 
of the Inquirer/respondent relationship. This approach not on1y<art1owed , 
transactions to be studied in the process of use but from the. perspective ^ 
of the. participants. Ethnography, thus provided a vantage point ffofn 
which to observe how reaclers arrive at an understanding of written discourse. 



Transactional models of the reading process (Carey andHarste, 

In press; Eco^ 1979; Iser^^ 1980; Rosenblatt. i978) are based on a set 

of assiimptlons that stand Irv marked contrast to those upon Which Interactive 

models rest. Briefly, transactional models assume that; 

1* the text less an object thai^ a poterttlal that Is actualized . 
dUFiing^he act of reading; 

2; understanding arises out of the compenetratlon of Veader and . 
text and Is thus something unique to that evetit; . 

3. text 1s^ an open >system and therefore varlatlon^ln Inteiapre- ■ 
\ , ..tatlon Is the expected response. 

Transactional models are g^ven thelrNnost elegan't exposition In the 

ft 

writings of Louise ROsdnblatt (1978). Ih an^ effort to dissolve the 
subjec;t /object dualism that pervades the readying 'literature, she draws 

■ • « ■ 

on^he transactional terminology of Oewey and'Sentley who "sought to 

■ . • ' s. - 

counteract the duallstic phrasing of phenomena as an 'Interaction* between 

"(different factors « because It Implies separate, self-contalned, and 
already defined entitles acting on one another" (p. 17). She proposes 
'transaction* as a more suitable <lescr1ptor of the act of reading and 

^defines It as "an on-going process In which elcsnents'or factors are, 
. . . aspects of a total situation, each colidUloned by a||d conditioning' 
the other** (p. 17). Rosenblatt's account of what hap0en£ when deader 

■r 

meets text U thus very different from that given by. interactlonlstst. 

Out of this encounter something new - the poem - arises which cannot 

be partlalled out to either the reader or the text alone. *Sbe writes: 

The poem ; . .'must be thought '9f is an event In time. It Is 
net an ot^ect or Ideal entity. It happens during a coming- , 
together, a compenetratlon, of^'B reader and a text. The - 



reader brings to the text his past experfence and, present . ^ 
peRSjpnalfty. Uqiir the magnetlvii of the ordered syn^ols of the 
teVt, he fharshals^ his r^soui'ces and crystallizes out. from' the 
stuff of memdr>, thQught^ and feellnsra xew or<l«r, a nm 
. expertence,' which he. se,es as the poem. This becomes part of the 
• ongoing stream of his experience, to be reflected on from any \ 
angle important to.^ilm as a human b^ing. (p. 12) , 

In short, the reader establishes a proportion* between' him/herself and 

the text and In so (iolnrg creates a poem. The poem, theiv. Is the relatlpn 

'between subject and object and has the capacity tg^ taken as an object 

of thought. : . ' 

, mis view of the reading process Inspires a prbgram of research 

that differs significantly from that pursued by Interactlonlsts. /Although _ 

both focus .on the mental operat1(Kis used to achieve under^anding^ the . 

■. ■ • * ' . • 

transact'lonlst's goal Is to explain the range of Interpretations readers 

are likely to evoke from a «1ng1e text (Culljer'', 1981). Hence, transactlon- 

IstS reject template matching procedures on the grdunds thjit they privilege 

the researcher's Interpretation of the piece and presuppose uniformity 

of interpretation; From a transactional perspective, then,>what counts* 

/ * 0 • , 

as evidence of comprehension Is necessarily different from that accepted 
by Interactlonlsts* Evidence that Che reader has duplicated the author's 

message fs abandoned In favoc-of evidence that. the reader has duplicated . 

f ft ■ " . " • ' 1^ 

the author*s creative role (Rosenblatt, 1978) • 

Semiotics* which studies "semlosls (or slgn^-functlonlng) provides 
a useful vantage point from which to specify the jnature of ^comprehension. 
Sem1ot1c doctrine Is most closely associated with two nances: Ferdinand 
de»Sausun'e, the Swiss* liRgulst, and Charles Sanders Pflerce, the American 
pragoiatist.- The discussion that follows Is rooted in'Pelrce's semiotlc 



for, contrary to the conventional wisdom; iPeirce was not a taxo'nomist- 
(cf. Kerrell. 1979). That he is known chiefly for his cla^sificatioiv 

of ^ignsf^lgto indicesj! i(fon$, and symbols is probably ddje.to the fact 

. . • ■ ■ ' \ > 

that Peircejiever completed' ^he book that was to be hts majior opus. 

H ' , * , ' - 

. It v^s to be called. A System, of Logic, considered .as Semtotic (Fisch. 

'< ,• ' > • . ' . 

1977). a title that reveals the^underlying prijnclple o$ all Peirce's 

. ^ ■ ' . - 

work, namely; the development of a system of logic that W!!0.u1d account , 

rfor human. reasoning. What is relevant to the explication of the^term 

•comprehension.' however, is Peirce's d'lscusslon of semiosis.. ^. ' , 

Reirce proposed semioiis as the process whereby objects and actions 

^re taken as stgns and t„us attain meaning. So stated, semiosis is 

■ ' ' . . ' 
coextensive with cogi}itiY)n*HDee1y..l982|^if by cognition We mean the 

way in which humans com^ to know the world. Central to an understa^nding 

of semlo^ls is ^the notion that a sign only becomes meaningful when a ^. 

trladic relationship is^establ-ished among the elements o^ the sign. ^ 

this criterion Is evident in Peirce's definition of a sign. 

X' sign, or repf^esentamen.- is something which stands to 
to somebody. for something in some respect or capacity. 
It addresses somebody, that is. it creates in the mind 
of that person an;equ1va1ent jsign.. or perhaps a more ^ 
developed sign. That sign t4t1ch it crefates I call the ' 
interpretant of the first sign. The sign stands for ' , 
something, its object. It stands for that object, jwt in, - * 
all respects, but in reference to a sort of idea. Which*^ 
I liave sometimes called- the ground of the rM>resentafflen. 
, (cited in ECO.-1979. p. 180) ^ ' .■ j 

The, technical terms representamen. ob]ject. interpretant. an^. ground/ | 

are themselves rich with Insights into sign-functioning, but for the 

present we can say that the repres^ntamen is the sign?veh1c1e. tne dbject 

is a cultural construct and not a physical referent, and an interpretant 



is another sign. The term ground suggests that jduri|tg any pvticOlar ' ' 
instance of sign functioning^ only that aspect tpf the object relevant ■ ■.* 

' ' ^ ^ * ' . 

to the context perticipates in semiosis. A representamefi> cannot stand 
for art object; it cqp only represent it. To becomit known, or understood, 
the relation between representamen and, object must become an object . 
of thought and this action requires the mediating influence of a third 
element, the interpretant. .Until the interpretant is intro^ticikl we , ■ • 
have^no understanding of the^object, just the experience of perception. * 
At the point of perception the representamen does not stand for ^ythlng 
as It is not'jet connected to* something already known.' It remiljtts the 
function 6f::the Interpretant to weld th4s connection and generate meaning. 

" * ^ \ ■ ' 7' - 

Implicit In th^s explanation of semiosis Is the distinction between 

representation ,and signlfltatlon, which Is critical to the taik Qf defining 

comprehension. This distinction was first ma<le explicit by a seventeenth 

century Iberian- philosopher, Poinsot^'ln his Treatise on Signs (1632).- 

Oeely (19^) explicates Poiasot's treatment ofrrepresentatioo and signi- \ 

fication in thU way: 

What is essential in our experience to the being and functioning 
of a sign is no1>that it be socnething'percefv^ but that it 
brin^ something other than. itself into the awaren^ft of an 
organism, which is exactly how ideas function within the mii\d * . ■ 
to bring something other than .themselves into awareness, (p. 60) 

A;sign-vehic1e (or represent^ten) can represent an object such that 

it^ wfll be perceived but it can only be said to signify when the relation 

is detached from the given )noment of perception. Signffication, or 

understanding, requires that. the relation between representamen and 

Object become an independent consideration, available for further 



evdluatlon^andvdev^opinent* The thought becomes an^ object. In Itself 
trv signification; 'In representation It remains 'embedded In experience. 



Interactive redding models obscure the meaning of *comprehenMon'' 



by confounding representation -and signification. The assumption th^t 

the rolel^f-tKe reader Is to duplicate the author's message 'leads Inter-* 

actlonslsts to reduce signification to representation. Those propositions' 

that do not match the researcher's template are designated '*efrrors'* 

rather than indices of understanding. /The corollary, of course, is 

that representation Uninterpreted as understanding when* In fact* thece 

* 

may be no evidence in the recall or sunnmiairy protocol that something „ • 
other than the reader's representation of the text^vns* brought to mind. 
By rejecting a dualistic rendilt-ing of the reading process, transactional'^ 
models attain explanatory pomr in that they hive the potential to explain 
signification or* understanding as *it related to wr1tt«) discourse. 
Comprehension is no ^ger equated with a reader's representation of 
a text but rather with the mean4ngs t^at arise out x>f tl^ proportioning 
of reader to text (cf. Iser, 1980). The implication is that a reader's 
interpretation cannot be explained by reference to the reader or the. 
text alone; the social situation must be taken into consideration for 

I * , » 

the rerlation of text to context (Hallidaiy and Hasan, 1980) plays a role 

i(i shaping the po^evoked during the transaction. To summarize, semiotic 

* * " ' I - ■ ■ 

doctrine offers a conceptual distinction between representation and 



signification that lends clarity to thg meaning of comprehension. 
Kethodologically, thts perspecttve* suggests tl)at if researchers are 
conmitted to modeling reading as signification, they must Teave the 



laboratory and ent^r the field,. The sections that follow present a 

• ~ * J 

report of an .ethnography designed to- explore reading as signification. ^ 
' \ i'^ itet^odologlcal (Werv4ew' . 

. This study was conducted In order t0 generate datt that wQuld Inform 

our understanding of the reading, transaction. ^To that end. children 

' / • *• *l . ■ • • • 

In one fourth grade cUssroom partlclpaed- In a strategy lesson known 

' » ' * ■ ■ ♦f- 

as "^sk^tch to stretch" (Narstb and fiurke.* 197.9). In Ute ^ourse of a*seven 

month fj^ld stu^^. An ethnographic perspective was adopted so as to * 

capture the ''whole cloth* of the'reading transaction from the partUlpaiit* 

po1nt-of-v1e«. Signification entalTs the relation of text to context . ■ 

ai^d therefore necessitates a mode of 1n9u1ry that sltuates^ the re^1n#^ 

^ event In a cu'Vtural or subcultural i'et^ng. Moreover, the attitude < . 

engendered ethnography 1s\opep'ended. Hypb^eses arevnot formuTated 

a priori bujf Instead are geneWted and revised In the course,df fleldwork. 

The assumbt'lon Is that this stance wiu'enable the etnno^rapheic to explain 

the entire ranjgie of dj^ta andtj'ncit just those^tHat hqvejr around the tentra'^ 

tendency. Anomolles, those data^^at seem not to "fit/ thus play an ^ 

Important role' In the ethnbgraph1,c enterprise; Yatheif. th^iff^^etng thrown) 

out as' "outliers" these data ferc^ the ethnographer to rethink Inf^al 

, , \ .* •' * I " 
hypotheses, in this way ethnography, tui lids a self'^correctlng feedbac'x- 

loop. Into ttie inquiry process. This Is an Important a'tftfude to^adc^' 

given the exploratory^natiire of this Wudyi however," \t, does not mean 

th^t entered tliejfle'ld as* a blank sla^. "Fleldwork was In'ltUtedl 

wUh a general theoretical fr«nework jn*m1nd yet I had' no preconceived- ' 

' ' ' ■■ ' ■ * V ; * . . 

notions as 4fo how ^at perspective would be played-out. . 



The sketcMng, strategy was' employed so as to. avoid the verbocentrlsm 
(Eco, 1976) that h^s characterized jniich of reading research. The almost 
exclusive reliance on* linguistic measures-«f comprehension .Implicitly 
reduces thought to Language and thus stands In 'the way of Investigating 
reading as signification. Asking stud^^ts to draw their •interpretat;ions 
of^torle^ and articles: admitted the possibility that some meanings ' 
would be coimiunlcated that would not be made public if language were 



tlie !so1e' sign system used. _Sketchin^^^s also selected, as the primary 
heuristic device becausevit necessarily ^^talls signification, that 



is, it 



requires students to take the experier^e of; reading as an object 
of. trio'ught. In or^fer .to jdraw what they thought the storymeant or what" 
they thought the article was. trying to teacli them, students had to rel^lect 
«> on what'they'd read and draw what that experience brought to mind. 
Recall and summarization tasks, on the other hand ,^irect' the read to 

r'ecord thV way the discourse has been represented ■ in memory. 

' • . ' ' • . 

, The Sketching lessons consisted, of three phases: initiating, • - 

I — ^ I 

experiencing, *and conrtunicating.' The f^ftiating phase functioned as 
la demonstration (Smith, 1981) of the lesVon's potential, that is, it- 
focused on the ways ideas could be integrated by moving to another 
comunicatton systiem. The experiencing phas^ o^'ovided an opportunity 
for the students to ^select and read one of ieyeral stories and articles. 
Oncje the materials had been read, everyone was\$lced''to,^raw a picture 
^ Of What they thought the ^lece^ant. When everyone had completed their 
sketclies students were asked to explain them td the rest of the group; 
this constitut.ed the communicating phase of the lesson. With the 



10 



exception of the first two lesions, which were viewed as opportunities 
for students to become famtlar with the activity of sketching, the remaining 
nine lessons were organlzejl In** three week units. Each unit centered 
on a concept drawn from either science.* social studies, or chi'tVen*-; 
literature and employed 4 set of conceptually related materials^ Con- 
ceptually related matera.ils are ^ts of reading materials that cohere 
around a single concept. ^The goal in organ'jzing the lessons In this - 
way was to promote continuijty across the various lessons and t^ shift 
the lessons', focus from the activity of sketching itself to the meanings 

■ p - - > , , " ^ 

gtinefated in the process of reading these materials. The fin^l lesson 

' , ' ■ > ■ 

in th.e series of 12 called for the creation of meta-sketch, a iskietch 

♦ — ' , ' . 

about sketching, sor as to gain some insight into the children* s inter- 

pretatioijnLaf the exRexlence^ - ' - 

, ■'■'*, "I . " 

Interviews wercTConducted 'during |;he final two weeks "of fieldwofk; The 

t - , , 

purpose of these interviews 'was" to. gain access to the children's embedded • 

theories of both.tHe lesson as' a Whole and the particular nature of 

' ' ' \' ' . ' 

' sketcMng. .Although some questions wVe (developed in advance, the inter- 

views were open-ended. This alVowed^e to follow the children's lead. 

^nd in this 'way gain further insights into their point-of-view. 

The study's design was -guided -by the principle o*fJ*pr1oV ethnbgraphy" 

^ « * 

(Cor!>aro, 1980), a construct originally articulated to address prob>ems 

" '.'',/•'"> 
of validity and reliability tjiat arise when audio-vlsttal data are recorded. 

In this study, the construct 'waSxfXpanded to, include not only the intro- 

duction of audio-visual equipment but""the introduction of the sketching' 



.lessons. The interpretation employed here in 



pno^ably^est explained . 




an examination of the IMiids of data collected and how they stand In 
/«lat1on to one another. Prlmar/data are data that capture the phenomenon 
of Interest; In this study the' sketching lessons generated data on the 
nature of the reading t^ransactlon. These lessorf^ were recorded on' audlo- 
and video-tape and all sketches viere collected. Background data, on 
the other hand, provide Information on the setting In which the phenomenon, 
is found and thus act/i^^oth a validity, check and an^nterpretatlvfr, ■ * 
framework foryprln^ry data. Background data'for this. study, gather'ed 
through participant- observation and Interviewing, consisted of -Inforfflatlon 

on classiro^ life. These data wer& Recorded In field notes and on vldeo- 

/" ' ' ' ■ ' / * 

tape, respectively. 

It 1$ Important to note that the tenn 'prior' 1$^to be taken liter- 

ally, that Is, the world of the classroom. was entered before the sketching 

lessons were Introduced^ Specifically, field entry began In October 

and was accomplished In part, through non-part1c1pant observation. 



Observations were made one day a week until iJanuary wh«) observation 
(and by then participation) was Increased tdUhree consecutive days 
a week. The sketching lesson was Initiated at the beginning of February 
and continued until the end of May. Once this lesson became part af 
the class' weekly schedule, however, background data- were not Ignored;' 
instead, "prior ethnografrtiy" became "contiguous ethnography." 



A^rlef discussion of the weeicly class schedule will clarify this 
ppintv^The sketching lesson was /scheduled for one hour on each of the 
three days X was present. This arrangement ibllovied me to work with 
eac^f the three groups. TWo of the groups met with me during their 

■ -14 



regularly. scheduled math class whereas the third group met during th? 

class period devoted to spelling* With the exception of 4hat one hour 

block of time I was present In the classroom the entire day and continued 

to gather background ,data through participant-observation. It Is 1n 

this sense that the Collection of background data Was contiguous ethnography* 
t * - " " ' 

jllke prior ethnography, participant-observation took on* a broader ^ 

meaning than usually accorded* Traditionally* part1c1pant*observat;1on 

is defined as the process of becoming a '^marglnai natlve'* (Frelllch, - 

1970) of the gr^up iSelhg studied, but In this study It was expanded 

to Include tbe process whereby the fleldworker Introduces something 

new Into the setting. The differ«tce between these two Interpretations 

of /participant-observation can be viewed as one of degree rath'er than 

kind, particularly when the character of tt'ad1tJpjiaH»i^tft^pa^t^bs^^ 

1- examined. Fieldw>rkers~br4l»e1r Very presence alter the setting ' 

under investigation and create a new social context. They can never 

stand outside that setting and take a "picture** for they are always 

"in the text" (Herzfeld, 1981), creating 1t,1n transactlon'with the - 

participants themselves. For this reasoD, participant-Intervention" 

seems a felicitous way to describe the fleldWork experience.*- ' 

I The decision to Insert the Sketching lesson Into the curriculum 

was the result of a trade-off between theoretical and practical constraints. 

The intent of ^he study was to explore the mature of the reading process 

from a transactional perspective; the only site available, however. 

Was one In which reading was Implicitly defined as an Interact'lon. 

This. decision does not represent a retreat from me^tiodologlcaV purity. 



though; It 1$ merely an example of what happens whe>i. an educational 

ethnographer choo'ses- to' explbre~the potential for learning rather than 

describe the 1ear:n1fig tMkt is In place. Traditional educational ethno' 

I ■ _ i'^ ' ^ 

gr4phers have sought to describe the Interface between schools W culture 

and are reluctantjo attach valuations to thfe nature of that Interface, 

8ut education Is a va1ue*1aden enterprise (Eisner, 1982) that mast deal 

with Issues related tj^i!;the quality of the arranged environment vls^a-vls 

^- ■ . ^ . . 

learning. For thU reason.^ethnographlejs designed to explore hbw'a 
:^udent "can become what he not yet Is" (Leontlev, cited In Bronfenbrenn^r, 



1977) Issues this challenge In tones that are more anthropological In 

♦ ■ . _ • \ 

flavor: " : 

The ethnograpt\y.of Hallnowski and most other classic ethno- • , 
graphy does not address such questions as "How can v« make ' 
th1sj£3no6 better?" Thus classic. ethnographers have, been unable • 
to learn what can only be learned v^en one gets Involved In 
t>he action and picks up one's own end of the lo^. (p. 186). 

His conclusion Is that "If we really want our work as scholars to be 

used In ec;ucat1onal practice, more of us must somehow join with teachers 

and administrators In ^helrHally worlt^ arid in the transformation of 

It" (p. 186). . ^ ' . ; . 

> To su;nnar1ze, prior ethnography was the central design feature 

of this study. It provided a means for maximizing the validity 6f the 

data collecte4 witljout jeapordlzlrjg the emerg<iht nature of ethnography. 

The coUectlonNof primary data was'planned In advance but wlttTfthe tihder- 

standing tint these plans would be altered ,1n accfordance with pe exigencies 

operating the research site. Wfth the exception, of the sketching 

lessons and some^^eneral field entry strategies, decisions regarding 



data collection procedures could not be mapped out ahead of time since 

the $>te was identified 'after the general p'lan of reseacch°had be«) 

drawn up. Ev^ In cases ^ere the fleldworkers has been -able to gather r 

'backgroumJ 1nV»nnat1on prior to field entry; strategies that are rightly 

. ■ ft * 
prepackaged are likely to fall* Fleldwork .takes place In dynamic and 

not static settings; One of ethnography's strengths is that it does 

not try to hold time constant but instead charts the changes that take 

' ■) 

place. Fieldworkers must thus be flexible and take advantage of rather ' 
than bemoan the changing nature of those settings. This Is ultimately 
a More pro(juctive, if somewhat risky,. stance to tatj:e for it bMilds a 
self-correcting feedback loop into the inquiry process. The payoff 
is that self-correction can occur while the study i4 in progress. If 
data collection procedures' are too rigidly conceived, the fieldworker' 
will .limit hin»/herseU to data that are already anticipaW; unanticipated 

, ^ I 5 

data will be ignored as irrelevant, leaving the researcher's initial 
perspectives unaltered. In this situation, the fieldworker will experience 

r 

self-confirmation at the expense of self-correction. _ ., 

' Data Analysis . 

Data ahalysis, litce reading, is 9 meaning-making process, and as such' 
ijipresents another instance of semiosis. This statement implies that 
hypotheses put forth as explanations of data do hot simply' "emerge" from, 
the data but arise out of the transaction between those data aWd the 
researcher. The constant-comparative method, a technique developed to 
generate grounded theory (Glasejr and Strauss, 1967), can stand as ^n illus- 
tration of the need to rethink the way ethtfographers describe the analysis 
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,of data. To ground hypotheses in the data the researcher i*fi?(structed 

-t • 

to continually compare one datum to another on the assumptfon that this 
sorting task wITI yield categories that'.can be reTatetf'to form hypotheses. ' 
The problem with this strategy Is that comparing one datum to another 
presupposes a common metric upon Which to base the comparison. This amounts 
to saying that In-order for this technique to -work the fcesearcher must 
already have an hypothesis. And so the question of how hypotheses are 
gen^.ated Remains unanswered. 

) Pelrce's concept of retroductlon may tfe of service here. According 
toVelrce, retroductlon Is the only 'form of logic capable of starting 
new ^eas; It Involves reasoning backwards from a case to a rule that " 
miglit ekplain that caseL This rule stands as an hypothesis until subjected 
to the test of Induction, the movement whereby hypotheses are confirmed 
or rejected with reference to sensory data (Oeely, 1982; Seb.eok and Uriflker- 



Sebeok, 1981; Skagestatl, 1981). If hypotheses are formed by making a~ 

• * ■ — 

leap from data to an Ijdea that recommends Itself, by virtue of Us^economy, 
irrespective of Its initial plausibility, tMan a mechanistic data sorting 
task cannot In and of 'Itself be expected to turn up hypotheses.. It Is 
more appropriate to say that ethnographers begin to generate hypotheses 
the moment they enter the field and try to make Sfnse of the)r experiences. 
Thus, when ethnographers suggest that "to begin tojearn the ropes ... is 

> 

to begin analysis" (Klelhman, 1980, p. 175) they are explicitly referring, 
to retroductlon. Some enthnographers do employ more explicit analytic 
procedures ,1n 'the course of data analysis but my point Is that the formality 
of these techniques neither privileges 'them nor eleminates the researcher*s. 



IS' 



role. In^^ort, hypotheses are no more "In the data" than meaning' Is 
"in the text."' , * . * 

,Data analysis, tketi, began jon the first diay\fr fieWwork.iff that - 
I continually sought to interpret my fieldmrk- experiences* but it would 
be misleading to suggest that when I left the field I had a-^lear under- 
standing of .wtiat those experiences meant. 'It was not until It:itfii»de;multiple 
viewings of the vidisotapes' of the lessons and the children's'^ilt^viewsr 
as well as the sketches themselves^ that exp1anatorj[ themes wejre Articulated. ' 

TRftvpresentation that is to follow thus belies, the chaf!acter ^ hypothes-i! 
formation in that reconstructed logic is" foregrounded at the expense of 
logic in use. Space limitations necessitate, this rhetorical' decision, 2^ . 

Each. hypothesis will be stated and then supported through the trianguVation 

' ■ • ' ■ ' ' , * / ' ' 

of data drawn from «t(servattons of classroom life, the children's intervlews> 

their actions during the sketching lesson> and the sketches themselves. 

" J I Results and Discussion 

Sicet'ching as Recess x 

Dne of the anomalies that remai/ied a puzzle throujkout^the course 

of fieldwork wa> the fact that' the children's behavior during the sketching 

1esson$ was not representatlve^of their behavior during their regular 

class lessons. I had assumed that the children would treaJt sketching 

like any other lesson; the period of pr^or \ethnogra0hy was to Save been 

the means through 'Vihic|^their cooperation was ensuri^* Indeed my Initial 

assumption was that prior ethnography 'would altow me to establlfsh a role 

as ^ resource person* someone who helped out In the ana occasionally 

t 

w ■ ' • * 



taught a lesson.,'. y\ other words, I'.d, assumed -It xou10 be' possible Jto 
become & member of the subculture. Eventually I was forced to abandon 
•this naive v1ewt>f doing fleldwork. As the year progressed It^tiecame 
clear that developing a role Was more akin to negotiation and that total 

* I * - - ' ^ - . 

acceptance was unattalnat^le* role took s^ape as r helped the children 



wfth their work, list^lt^o th^ir stories, heard their problems and com- 

plaints, and monitored their behavior. ItV so dping, T became a tutor, - 

a soundlog board, a frlend and a'morfltonr- The f^o1l6w1m exchange, 4rawn^' . 

tf^om field notes, provides the best suirmary of my role and status In the}^j;|; 

room: , * * , ' 

4/14/82 i Se'^eral of the girls Q^ie In from recess saying "You're 
our-aunt.*^ They explained, that the teacher was their mother and 
• & Igr boyfriend was their father and that tvias^ -their aunt. A. called 
me "Aunt Slegel" at one point during the day. 

It was as If they'ha:t developed a klivs^lp striicture' for the class and 

my place In' that structure was th&t of aunt, a person whgi l^a friend, , ^ ^ 

and helpmate, but who has only marginal authority. 

^ * „ ■ " 

The chlldren'^s t>ehav1or during the sketching lessons was not due 
to my, status and role alone; the fact that the sketches weren't graded 
(all of their. regular, class ass4^ments were graded) and that they were 



.excused from either math or spelling class also contributed to the recess* 
like tone of the lesson. Interview data confirmed these hunches^ Children 
referred to the -sketching l^ons as a "break" from school, an In-class ' 
Vecess* where they didn't have to do "woffk* (quota|^1on marks Indicate * 
erms used by respondents). When X probed to^lnd out ^ features of 

\ " 



"work" I discovered, that It was something assigned and graded by the teacher. 
Consider, for exatiple, the children* S/Comnents on sketching: 
• Kids think It's less Important than mathr,* i 

- it's different because we read storlfts and draw what we think, 
%/ In our room we get an asslgvnvenOand 1t'^ graded and we don't 

share' It.. We don't do our/ own iaeas'*.-, we do that special thing. 

In .sketching- there' sfK^ wrong answer so they don't think It's 
• realty hard work, "^'^fi'- ' ' 

'• • '•'•^f.-^ . *. ■ - ' " 

- There's- no real teache;: In sketching - no'one^o boss you around, 

'^^^ ■ ■/.'''' t " \- \ 
, - Tfv^ou do bad ft\ here arid ^ood In: there, you're still gonna pass, 

''{»!■' ' • ■ * ' , \ 

In '^^, ithe children defined the slcetchlng lessons as a "creatlve.xdcess," 

Estimating the represenrtj^tlvenes^o^f their behavior during the lessons , 

thus required that the/yard$ttclc.agaln$t which to measure representativeness 

^ V ■ - / ^ 

'be their actions during recess and not their ^actions during school lessons* 
The two most sal lent features' of recess were (1) children could elect , 
to plSyT^themselves or with friends; and (Zy children could participate 
'In activities of Interest to them* It should not have been surprising; . ^ 
then« to realize that friendship and Interest were Important themes tha<r 
ran through the data and explained much of what was Initially thought 
to be "disruptive behavior," * - . - . . 

Friendship' and Sketching* - ^ 

.The theme of friendship was played out In a number of ways during 
the Tesaiijiis* Friends often selected the same reading materials and sometimes 
created similar sketches. Friends also served as colleagues during the 
activity of sketching, helping each other decide not only what to draw 
and how to draw 'it but at times actually drawing pant of a friend's sketch 



for him/her. (Letsr I termed this phenomenon "sub-contracting.") 
finally, friends of teh^rved as collaborators during' thel^cotnmunicating 
portion of the lesson. Although) r<t originally conceptualized sharing 
time as a s'iries of monologues In which each child explained his/her ^sketch, 
,the children negotiated this task such that it bec«ne a series of d.ialogues , 
(and sometimes a polylogufQ. In other words, the children frequently 
collaborated on explanations^, helping one another communicate, their intentions 
to the rest of the group. Thus, friends acted as mediators^ assisting * 

the ari>st in the translation of private thoughts into publlc'statements. 

• , • - '* 

' It 1s' conceivable that relying on friends was a way to avoid making 
decisions and/or avoid full engagementMn the activity, but' I think a 
more compelling explanation li.es in the fact that the organizing principle 
of childhood culture is doing things together (Corsaro, 1983). Corsaro's 
(1977f study of face-to-face interaction in a pre-school found that children/ 

were willing to work with their peers to create a shared meaning'^orld 

. ' '// ' 

which, in turn, signified their status as joint participants ip an event. // 

- ■ ' . . -Ij 

Given the social prowess of 3 year olds, it should not have been surprising 

- ' • 4 - - . ■• ■ I 

that the fourth -gr^ers in this stud^ placed a high value. omrie|)dship.y 
Helping each other decide what to re^, what to draw; how to Vaw it, 
and how to explain it allowed^t^e children to demo,nstrate to one anoth 
thai they were doing something together; in effect, it allowed Ihem t 
make a collective comment on their intersubjectivity. 
Interest and Sketching ' / 

The third theme that emerged was that of interest, that is, interest 
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.guided the children's participation In sketching. The ^children reported 
that they selected reading materials orv the^ basl^ of Interest; humor, ^ 

• relevance, and novelty were the features that distinguished an Investing 
' • piece of material from a boring one. For Instance, one boy wrote the 

* following statement on his meta-sleetch: • 

This story Is awful. I donH like It so I won't make a' ' . . 
good sketch. * ' * 

Moreover, the extent to which th^ children were 'Interested In- their reading 

materials affected the creat.lon of sketches. 3ome chlldK^en claimed that 

If the story was Interesting they wanted to "take the point out" or "highlight" 

a particular part of the story.. 4)ther ch1dren'111)]strirted the relationship 

• I, ■ . - - . . . 

between Interest and sketching by literally drawing, iheipselves Into tHl' . 

sketches; St.^e of the most popular stories were the very ones that resulted* 

In personalized sketches. Finally, a few children Indicated that, sharing 

time was more Interesting when new rather than given Information was presented, 

In other words, they expected^ sharing time' to be authentic comnunicatlve 

event and when two children read the same story they^sometlmes Interrupted 

each other with comments, like ''Don*t;ten It all/ Save some for^me." 

Interruptions such as these served to k«tep^1ven Information to a minimum^ 

and thus make the event mone Interesting to the participants. 



I 



Interest exerted Its most powerful Influence In a way iha^ was at 
once more general and more subtle, *and, more importantly, operated by . 
default. Briefly put, the children were Interested In the lessons because ' 

I . ' 

they were excused from either a math or a spelling class. One child summed 
It up this way: - ' 
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• At first the kids thought - ttis is really dumb* but then U / 
was getting fun 'cause I thinV - they were getting awy from /. 
ctass. Everybody actually hates math and so they say - oh ^ 
wow- we get a breakj today. They're having fun 'cause they^ 
can do something else like read and they can do the- sicetches. 
They can decide whatUo do. Instead of a teacher^ tel.ling them 
what to do, they tell themselves what to do. • 

, * t ■ ■ ' - " 

In ^unmarv, friendship and interest not only affected the creation of 

- . s 

sketches but appeared to facilitate the learning process* This hypothesis 

* ' - . ■ 

is explored in' the section that follows. ' "* - • - . 

■■*■'" : »> ' - ■ 

Thfn versus. Thick Qescriptions of Learning ' . 

The hypothesis that learning might take place when children Hell 
themselves^ what to do** does not support the conceptualization of the teaching 
learning process that \% starting to domfnate the literature* Some re- 
searchers* led by Rosenshine and Berliner (1978) argue that the critica.1 
variable in the learning process ts '"academic engaged t'ime" or time on ! : ■ 

task. Academic engaged, time is«thel«nount of time a student attends to 

* » * ' '.V" ( . ' . . ' '-' 

coiLtiuit of^mpderate^di/ficulty and thus may not be related to the time' .'>: 

■ \ . <. ' :'\ . ^ 

allocated to a particular schocri'; subject. In their Review of research — 

' \ V .■■ ^ . * . 

on teaching, Rosenshine. and BerUniiri cite study after study in whicji signl- 

ficant positive correlations w^r^e found between academic engaged time . 

and student achievement. Among the concTusionl*drawh from these studies 

are the following: ' * 'A'/ 

1. successful teachers are those. Who occupy the center 
of attention an,d direct' activities without giving. 
. students-cholc^s^ - .y- | . 

Z; students do not engage in on-task behavior unless a 
teacher monitors their attention; 

3. classrooms that alT6w students, to choose their activities 
result in less teacher superylsion* making it difficult 
for them to stay/on task;. 



Ft/ture rese&rch,- they sugdest/,shou1d Invi^stlgate both the amount of Academic 
engaged time mcessary for actvlevement gains and the wa.ys teachers can ' 
manage classrooms so as to Increase the amount pf. academic ens^aged time* 
Acceptance of the conclusions clted^above depends on the extent to 

v^lch academic rigagerf time Is a valid Index of learning^ In the previous 

- j . ■ _ ' ' " 

section I Kgued'that what at first glance seined to be disruptive behavior 
, was in fact an IndejLof 'the children's engaciement Inx^he event. Thus, . 
a measure of learning that relies on behavioral descriptions such as "gazing 
Intently In the r1gh,t direction, answering a question, orXspeaklng on 
the topic Ondep discussion" (Au and Kason,j 1982, p. 130) off ^s a "thin 

description" (fieertz, 1973) of the conditions under which learnlng'occurs,- 

■1 , - * 

There Is no reason to believe that gazing at* a book constitutes actual 

eligagement In^the activity. Children can appear to be engaged when they . 

are not, and, conversely, appear to be dlitracted'^when chey are In-fact 

■ff . ■ ■ 

engaged. At the very least, then, 'a valid Index of. learning must take, 
''V ' , ..... 

the learner-'s perspective fnto account. After SeertZ|^such an Index would 

be considered "thick.". ' , . 

Smith (1981) posits a moclpl of learning that holds promise for the 

development of a thick description of the'_learn1ng--proce$sr7~irhree things ^ 

arie deemed basic to that process; demonstrations^ engagement, and sensitivity. 

Demonstration^ reflect the environment In which learning takes place; 

they show a potential learner how somethlni? Is done.^ It Is possible^ 

though, that learners can demonstrate to themselves how something Is done; 

8ut demonstrations do not ensure learning; the Interaction of the brain 

Vlth a demonstration, which &n1th calls engagement^ Is hecessary If learning 



1$ to occur. This sense of engagement, ISiV&ry different from the one 
Rosenshlne and Berliner employ as It Implies a "itiesJhlng of g^rs" that 
results In^the transformation of an observed demonstration Into an experienced 
demonstration. The third factor in learning is sensitivity. A model 

for failure as well &s success in learning. * 
A thin descrip-tion suggests that the_ difference between success and failure 

* ^ ^ 

~~ts-ac.ademic engaged time. A thick description, on the other >)8nd, proposes 

> * ' ' . ■ ' ' _ 

that discrepancies in learning have another source, namely, sensitivity. 

Sensitivity is^'the absence of any expectation that learKtlng will not . 

take place or that it will be difficult*^ (p. Ul). In sum, the key factor, 
'in learning* is t^he learner's interpretation of the situation and not the 

amount of timj engaged in a task. . .4 

Self-regulation, the very thing models of direct instruction elemihates 
.from the teaching-learning proces^ facilitated the children's engagement 

In sketching. They formulated their own rules for the.actlvlty ^Ich 

precluded the possibility -of failure, except-by t^eir own standards. ' 

What allowed the children to take the lead was not simply the availability ! 

of a demonstration but the -fact that it was impossible to fail. In Smith's 

terms I wouad posit tliat the student's engagement was ensured by their ' 

sensitivity^ the absence of any expelctation that sketching woul(l be difficult 

* 

Frqm this^ perspective, the fact that sketching was defined, as a recess . 
. takes on new significance for it implies that~play is better metaphor 
for teaming than work. * ^ 1_ v 
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The Relationship Between Self as' Artist and TMrismediation 

Up to this point ,1 have argued that the children defined sketching 
lessons as recess and hence learning became more play than work, an attitude 
th»t legitimized risk-taking. Early in the^study It became clear that 
one thing'served as .a roadblock to risk-taking and that was the children's 
definitions of themselves as artists. Ouring the first two lesson; ons- 



fourth of the children traced either some or all of their sketch, a clear 
indication that 4;ney felt they couldn't draw (although at t1te time I thought 
tracing was a strategy for creating a "correct" sketch; I was wrong). 

Data to support the hypothesis that the cKildren's definition of 
themselves k artists Influeniced th&lr perfarmanfe-diirlng sketching ccme 
fr«n four sources: actions observed during the lessons, ''disclaimers offered 
up during sharing tiitie,"direcJ: Statements made during the lessons and 
Interviews, fl'nd the sketches: The mos^ intriguing phenomenon was "sub- 
contractii^g." ^As previous!^ mentioned, the .children would often ask a 
friend to draw part of their sketch for them, demonstrating that tttey 
viewed themselves* as inadequate^ artists* This deflrrltlon was diso evident 
^during sharing time. It was not unconmpn for a child to begin his/her 
explanation wfth a disclaimer as to the quality of the art' {e.g. ''This 
is a ^ad picture." "Mine's horrible - don't look at that.'*) Ttie ubiquity 
of sub'contracting and disclaimers suggests another Interpretation, though, 
for both were' strategies for increasing the chances of successful conmUni' 
cation. Data to support this h^othesis come from the sketches themselves. 
Of the 325 sketches produced only U 7 used art alone; 201 sketch es employed , 
language and seven made use of "keys" or ''decoders."' In short, the children 
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provecR^o be astute semlotlclans for they urifler stood that pictorial signs 
cannot be Interpreted In the absent.3 of & shared code. 

Finally, children made direct stat^ents as to their Inadequacy as 
/artists. In fact, one child reported that her perception of herself as 
an artist placed errormous constalnts on her partlclpatfdi) In the event, t 
She said Tm not too good at sketching so I can*t really sketch what. 
I'm really thinking." n . . - 

The relationship between the ch11dren*s definitions of themselves | 
as artists an(J the act of sketching Is of theoretic Import because sketching 
involves the process of transmedlatlon across sign systems, that Is', a"^ 
movement from language to art. One way to explain transmedlatlon Is through 
Eco*s (1976) theory of sign-functioning. He posits that meaning arises 
out of the correlation of a content plane (the conveyed system) and an 
expression plane (the conveying system). Thld^perspectlve- Is commensurate 
with the description of semlosis offered earlier In that the content plane 
may be thought of as the object In the semlotir triad whereas the expression 
plane corresponds rougMy tojthe representamen or sign-vehlcle. In trans- 
mediation, the actor does not simply correlate a content plane and an 
expression plane; he/she must take the leanings that arlsei from the cori^e" 
latlorr of ^ontent to expression In one sign system as an object of thought. 
Moreover, he/she must segment the expression plane of the new sign system 
such that It correlates with that object of thought, which functions as 
the content to be conveyed. What differentiates transmedlatlon from other . 



' Instances of semlosis, then. Is the fact that the entire triad (the actor's 
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Interpretation) becomes an object of thought to be conveyed through a 
new expression plane. ^ 

Segmenting a new expression plane Is not as straightforward as It 
first appears for the relation of content to. expression must be Invented - 
at It does not exist prior to the act Itself. Herein lies the significance 
of tjje children'; definitions of themselves as^artlsts. If children see 
themselves as Inadequate art1,st& they will ^e less willing to do the kind- 
of experimentation that segmentation of a new expression plane requires. . 
Stated another way, transmedlatlon demands r1sk*talc1ng> or. In Smith's 
terms, sensitivity. The price to be paid when the expression plane remains 
unexplored Is worth considering for I have come to thejoncluslon' that 
sketching's potential as a learning strategy rests on the fact>.that segme .- 
tation of the Expression plaPe affords a .reorganization of the content 
plane. The self-focusing nature 0/ sketching permits a reconsideration 
of the reader's Initial meaning-world. So, In addition to.functlohing ' 
as a way. to engage students In the process of signification rather than 
representaiflon,- transmedlatlon presents students with an opportunity to 
step back and rethink what they've made of the reading experience. 



1 



From th^ perspective of semiotics, transmedlatlon 
knowledge-maklng. Pelrce^Ued what I have described 



Is a process of 
as transriiedlatlon., 



retroductlon for It Involves a kind of reasoning backwards that takes 



place below the level of consciousness. Anomolles' are 



thought to be slgnlr 



ficant factors In retroductlon as^the^ create the feelllg of doubt that 

\ '* 

motivat es the search for resolution and understanding, per^doubt the- 




Children experienced trtten'«$lcecl to draw'thelr Interpretations was thus 
a productive sensation and ultimately responsible for the Insights they 
gleaned. Still, too^uch doubt can be disabling; It Is possible that 
children who wllf sketch only what they feel capable of rendering In art 

4 

may forfeit an opportunity to- learnt ^ - . • 

The Inyentioh of Sketches 



A$ noted earlier* a transactional model of reading considers the 

phenomenon of Interest to be the range of Interpretations that arise from 
the reading experience'. Furthermore* this model assumes that such variation 
l^tled to both ^he>reader j^d the social situation in tAlch the event ' 
is embedded. The findings of this study suggest that the. children's sketciies 
were Influenced by their de|^1n1t1on of the lesson as a whole, their frltnd- 
^shlps* thelV Interests, and their perceptions of themse^es as artists. 
The final question be be addressed Is how the procesi^of-transmedlatlon 
Has accomplished. ' / ' . 

Transmedlatlon -Involves the segmentation of an expression plane that 



has not yet been segmented for the purpose ojT conveying a content. As 
such, transmedlatlon Is a {process of cdde-lnv^tton; a 11n1(, or « code, 
mjiist be forged between content and expression if the sketch fs to attain 
sIgnlflcatbryHpotenilal . Eco proposed a typology of sign-production that 
served as a heuristic for gaining Insights Into the way the children Inv^t/ed 
their sketches;' He claims that the correlation of a. content plane and 



an expression* plane may be accomplished In a variety of ways and the chll 
used many of the coding conventions hie_puts 'forth; in fact., the only codli 



'en 
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conventions to be described are those that are reflective of the children's 
definitions for the activity of sketching. Specifically, their interpretations 
were correlated to th^ expression ptanW of art by means of -examples^ samples,, 
projections, graphs, stylizations, and programmed stimuli. A brief discussion 
of each of these, categories may. clarify the manner in which sketches were X 
invented. • ' * . ' . • 

pne of the ways the children defined sketching was as a process of 



creating examples. When an object is selected as a i4tole to express 'its 
Class Eco calls it an example - a member for its class. Sketches. generated 
by example typically showed a scene that stood as an example of the chiTd*s 
interpretation of the material read. ^Sketches in this category appear 
very static until the children talk about them and then it becomes clear 
that the scene illustrates an example of the child's understanding. As ^ 
one child said "You figure out what to do when sketching by reading the' 
story, then thinking about It for a minute or so,. then trying to act theft? 



out - what they're doing. *^ 



A second definition of a sketch was a sample, produced t4ten part 
of ^ object is select.ed to express the^ntire object and thus the class. The , 
children^jroduced samples in three ways: (1) by drawing an incident from 
a story of '•fact*-from an article; (2) by drawing the characters from 
a story; or (3) by drawing an object that stood for a topic fothfe article. 
In each case they linked content to express idfr^hrough a part-whole< relation. 

Projections, Eco claims, are produced v^en points on the space of 
the expression plane correspond td points on the content plane when the 
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content has spatial features. Thus, the content'detemlhes ,to some extent 
the spatial properties of the expression. This definition had to be expanded 

1 ' 

to Include the possibility of projecting temporal ffeatufes- of the content 
Into the expression plane In order to account for'what the chldren did , - , 
t^en they, sketched their Ideas. By projecting selected sptlal and- tetoporaN 
features of the content plane onto the express^^w)»^1ane the children were ^ 
able to signify the plot of a story of the "facts" Inclttded In an article. 

^^rtHI:i»-<^y amp^o* ! «n rt r n mpTn^, w hic h i;iyf1f fh^ f^tn t^f ^ y injlp pic ture. 

projections were made of a series of pictures. Interview data provide 
support'for the .claim that somlf^^illdren. defined sketching Irt this way. 
For example, two girls, who frequently helped each othcnr, reporteg that 

they often discussed "which way [of making a sketch] we thought wouTd 

' - " "N. " ■* 

be the best." Th^y explained the various "ways" in the followipg statement: 

' Like we discuss if it should be one big picture or different 
little scenes, or if we should make one p^rt of the story or the 
other part or which part we liked the most. • . 

'Diese cpiments not only present ah Inventory of the various ways sketches 

were created but highlight the role interest played <n this processs. 

In short; projections were sketches that included the events of a story 

' ' H ' 

so as to signify "how it happened." When an expQSitory, piece was sketched, 
projections were a way to "get in, all the Ideas." ' . 

Graphs are produced when spatial points on the expression plane corres- 
pond to points on the content plane when the content does not contain / ' 

spatial features. In other words, a graph is a spatially organized expression 

» 

that displays information about a relation that is not itself spatial. " 



• I _ . 

The chlldj^en produced sketches that were graphs ^In order to explain "the 
lesson" of a storj^ of the "main idea" of an article. One of the. best 

I 

examples of a graph was created by a boy who*d read Ira Sleeps Over 

* ■> 

B. Waber. At the top of his paper he drew a picture of a boy, then a. 
plus sign, a teddjr bear, another plus si^n, another bo^, a plus sign, 
another teddjr bear, an equal sign, and finally a pictjure of two bo^s. 

He explained his ."addition problem" this way: "This is the kid Plus his_ 

teddy bear pi u$ another kid plus his teddy bear equals two. friends. That's 
what it's trying to teach ne." The addition problem was thus a way to. 
Spatially organize an idea that was not itself spatial. ' : ' ' 

Sketches were also created through the use of stylizations. 'In the 
cas^ ol^stylizations expressions appear iconic because th^y resemble the 
content expressed but in fact are the result of a coding convention, trttich, 
in turn, permitfi their recognition.^ One example of a stylization is the 
Qtieen of Hearts on a playing card. ^ This design is not taken as a sign 
because it looks like a womaft but because it contains previously coded, 
features ^at° could be replicated. The children's sketches relied heavily 
on stylir^tions. The hearts, rainbows, speech balloons, and so on that 
the children included in their 'sketches' were potentially. meaningful because 
ibhey relfed on a coding convention shared by the cultural community. 

There was one final code em^yed in the generation of sketches and 
that wa*: procrammed stimuli. Rrogramned stimuli are produced when the 
sender of a message inserts some stimuli into the. discourse in order & 
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pu11-the~rece1ver toward an emotional state. ' The use pf a throbbing voice 
In ar persuasive speech Is one exttnp1e# The children used color and size 
to produce similar effects^ For example, one girl traced over the^ word 
'luxury* with a turquoise cray6n because It was a luxurious color; another 
girl drew a gigantic thumb to show what happened k^en a character sucked, 
her thumb. Color and slze^ not In and o^themselves convey meaning; 
it Is only when they are culturally coded to a content plane and Inter- 
tw^^ ¥Ith OtherTiodeT that~they~have the potential to signify. 

At this point Is should be clear that sketches were created by Inter- 
twining various codes; they Were never the result of using a single code. 
The complexity of signiproductlon can be understood If the distinction 
between moderate and radlcal Jnventlons' Is considered. Eco' distinguishes 
between the$e two processes In terms of the role played by conventloit. 
Moderate Inventions rely oa a pre-existing. code^v that is, ths_%1gn Is 
Invented through the use of such things as styllzatlons/ examples, Vogrammed 
stimuli, and so on. It Is because code-maklog Is a communicative activity 
that these conventions are employed. In any act of conmunlcatloi/ the 
sender of ajnes^age attempts to communicate his/her Intentions, amf con- 
ventions Increase the chances of th-^s happening. Codes that are assumed 
to be shared or conventionalized thus provide a meeting ground for the 
participants, althoagh the use of these conventions does not guarantee 
successful conmunlcatlon since codes'aren-H always shared. 

In't^e case of radical Inventions no such means for present1rii| that 
Intention exists Trior to the act of Inversion; rather, It Is created 



In the a^t Itself... A;» such, radical Inventions are rare because they 

are risky. Their success or failure as communicative events depends on 

the willingness of a receiver to collaborate In the process.. If It succeeds,/ 

a new convention arlsesr and Is available for future use. ^Sut the potential 

for failure abounds. ,' * c 

The distinction between moderate and radical Inventions maor help 

explain much of what occurred. In the sketching, lessons. Sketching required 

that the children draw their Interpretations; yet- there was no esta1)11shed 

code for doing this and so for this reason sketching may be conceptualized 

as a process of Invention. Sketching had another dimension th9t figured 

Into the process of Invention and that was comminlcatlon. In orders for 

their sketches to succeed as communicative acts they had to rely on shared 

•* . . > . , ^ 

codes; examples. Samples, projections; graphs, styll rations, and programmed 

stimuli served this purpose. Ely Intertwining these codes there was a - 

better chance thaKa sketch would be understood as the child Intended 

than If a completely new code were proposed. The Idea that It Is possible 

to posit a completely new code, that Is. to create a radical Invention, . 

Is misleading, though, for codes never arise froni nothing'. tO> (1976) 

writes: : 

' ■ S * 
In fact, no one ever really witnesses cases of total radical 
Invention, more Indeed- of total moderate Invention, since texts 
are maze- like structures combining 1nvent1ons,~r^l1cas, 
styllzatlons, ostentlons and so on. Semlosis never arises 
ex novo and ex h1h11o > No new culture can ever come Into 
being except against a background of an old one, , ..Man 1% 
continually making and remakllig codes, but only InsofiFas 
other codes already exist. IntM semlotlc universe there 



are neither single protagonists nor charismatic prophets. 
Even pfrophets have to be socially accepted In ord^ to be 
right; If not they are vmong. (p. 256) /, 
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Conclusion 



The purpose of t|^s study was to explore the na^itre of the feadjng 
transaction. Hy conclusion at this point Is that tt^e chl'ldren*s embedded 
/ theories of the lesson, their skills as artists, th^lr Interests, and 
their wlthln-dass friendships were Inextricably intertwlried with the 



Invention of Interpretations. In short, this stufly' provides empirical 
support 'for- ttte efficacy "Of viewing reading as signification, the ch11dren*'s 



Interpretations could not be explained In term^/of the reader or th« text., 

f 

alone; Instead, .they required a cons1derat1on^0f the total reading, event. 
In addition, the study's findings suggest t^at-thlck descriptions of 
learning have more explanatory power v1s-a-^U the data than descriptions 
of the learning process that are at bastf thin.- This calls for a r^on- 
sideratlon of models of direct Instruction.. Finally*.- the, study hints . 
at the potential that trdnsmedlatlon acirtiss iltfh systems hold's for {:urr1culum 
development* Providing opportunities for students to move between "language . 
and art, dramd and language, muslc-and art, and so on niay Increase thefr 
1earn1ng*potent1a1s* The hope, of course. Is that If We caj engage students 
In signlflcatory processing without fear of failure., we may be able to 
unleash human potential within sclflool walls* 



3S 



Footnotes \^ 



^ I will employ first person usage through ^he rest of this paper/so*-- 
as to highlight the Int^rtextuallty of ethnographic fleldwork. 

^ Not only Is It difficult to describe the evolution of th^ hypotheses 

In a pap^r of this length. It Is Impossible to aggregate „ 

ethnographic dat\ In such a way as to make the plausibility 
of the hypotheses easy to assess. 
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